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REMARKS 

In an Office Action mailed November 18, 2005, the Examiner maintained and finally 
rejected Claims 1, 6 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over U.S. Patent No. 
6,295,153 to Garner in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,262,795 to Baker et al. and U.S. Patent No. 
5,870,176 to Sweatt et al. 

Applicants respond to the Examiner's rejection below. In view of the arguments 
presented herein, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the merits of this 
application. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner alleged that although Garner and Sweatt et al. do not teach obtaining 
and maintaining uniformity of illumination during microarray synthesis, it would be obvious 
to the skilled artisan after reading Baker et al. Applicants respectfully disagree. To begin, 
Applicants reiterate the arguments presented in the previous response. Applicants also 
reiterate that Sweatt et al. fail to add to the teachings of Garner. The difference between the 
two being that Garner is directed to microarrays, while Sweatt et al. is directed to 
semiconductors. 

With respect to Garner, Applicants submit that Garner simply fails to address the 
problem of nonuniformity of illumination in constructing microarrays. Instead, Garner is 
directed to the problems associated with the use of masks to construct microarrays. Garner 
overcomes the problems associated with masks describing maskless microarrays constructed 
via DLP micromirrors (column 5, lines 25-27). Unlike the above-identified application, it 
neither teaches, suggests nor motivates a skilled artisan to correct nonuniformity of 
illumination by directing light to a substrate, measuring intensity of light at various locations 
(pixels) of the substrate and normalizing at all locations based upon the lowest illuminated 
pixel. 

With respect to Baker et al., Applicants submit that Baker et al. do not teach, motivate 
or suggest the recited combination. In fact, Applicants note that Baker et al. is not directed to 
nonuniformity of illumination from a light source itself but instead is directed to 
nonuniformity of illumination resulting from characteristics of lenses and other optical 
devices that light has passed through (column 2, lines 24-33). To solve the problem of 
nonuniformity of illumination resulting from optical devices, Baker et al. provide a filter in a 
light path. The filter is constructed of material including, but not limited to, the following: 
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chromium, tungsten, titanium, tantalum, iridium, nickel and molybdenum (column 6, lines 
51-53; and column 8, line 63 to column 9, line 5 ). In addition, Baker et al. go so far as to 
suggest that one may need a homogenizer after the filter so that light stiking a surface is 
uniform (column 9, lines 50-53). Furthermore, Baker et al. also use masks (column 3, lines 
2-8; and column 4, lines 19-31); therefore, the problem of nonuniformity of illumination from 
the light source used in maskless microarrays is not contemplated. Applicants submit that the 
methods of the above-identified application make the filters of Baker et al. obsolete. As 
such, the Examiner has inappropriately used hindsight and the teachings of the above- 
identified application to reject the claims in view of the cited documents. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of this rejection as applied to Claims 1, 6 and 



A petition for a three-month extension of time accompanies this response so that it will 
be deemed to have been timely filed. In addition, please charge the fee for the Request for 
Continued Examination under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17(e) to Deposit Account No. 17-0055. 

No other extension of time is believed due, but should any additional extension be due, in 
this or any subsequent response, please consider this to be a petition for the appropriate extension 
and a request to charge the extension fee to Deposit Account No. 17-0055. No additional fees 
are believed due; however, if any fees are due, in this or any subsequent response, please charge 
Deposit Account 17-0055. 
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